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FOOD STANDARDS COMMITTEE 



The terms of reference of the Food Standards Committee are: 

To advise the Secretary of State for Scotland, the Minister of Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Food, the Minister of Health and as respects Northern Ireland 
the Secretary of State for the Home Department, or the composition, descrip- 
tion, labelling and advertising of food with particular reference to the exercise 
of the powers conferred on Ministers by Sections 4, 5 and 7 of the Food and 
Drugs Act, 1955, and the corresponding provisions in enactments relating to 
Scotland and Northern Ireland. 

The members of the Food Standards Committee at the time of the completion of 
this report were : 

A. G. Ward, Esq., O.B.E., M.A., F.Inst.P. [Chairman). 

J. G. Baumgartner, Esq. 

Colin S. Dence, Esq., O.B.E. 

E. I. Johnson, Esq., M.Sc., F.R.I.C. 

Hugh C. Moir, Esq., B.Sc., F.R.I.C. 

J. A. O’Keefe, Esq., O.B.E., B.Sc., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 

Reginald Passmore, Esq., M.A., B.M., B. Ch. 

Mrs G. L. S. Pike, J.P. 

R. W. Sutton, Esq., O.B.E., B.Sc., F.R.I.C. 

Joint Secretaries : 

E. Doling, Esq. 

W. M. Shortt, Esq., O.B.E., M.Sc., F.R.I.C. 
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FOOD STANDARDS COMMITTEE 
REPORT ON FISH AND MEAT PASTES 



Introduction 

1. In our consideration of the Labelling of Food Order 1953, as amended, our 
attention was drawn to the confusion which at present exists about the nomen- 
clature of these products. We dealt with this in our Report on Food Labelling 
(published in September 1964) and in paragraphs 136-149 suggested that there 
should be a more clear-cut distinction between the different products offered 
for sale. 

2. At the same time, we recognised that labelling considerations could not 
be divorced from compositional standards and suggested that these products 
should be subjected to comprehensive review as soon as possible. 

Terms of Reference 

3. We were therefore requested to review the Food Standards (Fish Paste) Order 
1951 and the Food Standards (Meat Paste) Order 1951 and to make recommen- 
dations for any necessary amendments. We were fortunate in that representations 
on the Report on Food Labelling had already been received and since these 
touched upon the compositional standards as well as labelling they were of 
considerable value. The recommendations made below supersede, where ap- 
propriate, those made in our Report on Food Labelling. 

Compositional Standards 

4. The present Orders lay down that the amount of fish present in a fish paste 
shall be not less than 70%, and the amount of meat in a meat paste shall be not 
less than 55%. We have considered this question in our Report on Food Label- 
ling and concluded that there is no satisfactory reason why there should be 
different compositional standards for these two products. We were advised that 
before the war no such distinction was made and that the lower content of meat 
pastes was accepted mainly as a result of supply conditions and economic con- 
siderations during and immediately after the war. 

5. It has been represented to us that any increase in the statutory standard 
for meat paste would mean an increase in price. This may, of course, be so but 
we think that this is not in itself a sufficient reason for maintaining the differ- 
ence between the two standards. We think that the minimum fish content of 
fish paste should remain as at present, that is 70%, and we therefore recommend 
that the minimum amount of meat in a meat paste as laid down in the standard 
should be raised from 55% to 70%. 

6. In considering compositional standards, we have had regard to the large 
number of new products which have appeared since the Orders were enacted. We 
think that a clear distinction should be drawn between the various categories 
which will be meaningful to the purchaser and capable of being complied with 
by the manufacturers. 

Potted Meats and Fish 

7. These are the highest quality products which consist of a high percentage 
of a named meat or fish and with no added binder. They are marketed under 
titles other than “Potted”, and we therefore recommend that products containing 
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not less than 95% of the named fish or meat and no added binder must be de- 
scribed as “Potted, Chopped, Minced or Flaked X”, with “X” replaced by the 
name or names of the fish or meat used in the manufacture of the product. 

Dressed Crab 

8. This is in a special category, since dressed crab is sometimes technically 
difficult to produce without the addition of some cereal. We therefore recom- 
mend that Dressed Crab shall contain not less than 95% of the named fish 
but that added cereal may also be present. 

Spreads 

9. We see no reason for altering the recommendation made in Paragraph 140 of 
our Report on Food Labelling that the word ‘spread’ should be confined to 
products of which the content of named meat or fish is sufficient to comply 
with the standard. However, various meat products with jelly have recently 
been marketed under the description, “Chopped, Minced or Flaked X in Jelly”. 
We see no objection to these descriptions and provide for them in paragraph 12 
below. We recommend that, except as provided in paragraph 12, products con- 
taining less than 95% but not less than 70% of the named fish or meat must 
be described as “X Spread”, with “X” replaced by the name or names of the fish 
or meat used in the manufacture of the product. 

Pali 

10. We have given further consideration to the use of the word ‘pfit£’. It has 
been suggested that it might be allowed as a synonym for ‘spread’ or alternatively 
that there should be a higher pdte standard of 80% minimum meat or fish con- 
tent. The main difficulty is that, while it is generally recognised that true pfitds 
are superior products, they do not have common characteristics which would 
make them definable as a separate class and there is no way of distinguishing 
them compositionally from other spreads. An 80% limit would therefore be 
quite arbitrary and would make it illegal to use the term ‘pfite’ for products 
perfectly properly so described in the past. To allow ‘pate’ as a synonym for 
‘spread’ would be equally unsatisfactory since it would give legal sanction to the 
use of the term for products that had no relation to the traditional p&td. This 
would nullify our aim of making clear distinctions between various types of 
pastes. Since it is impossible to make any useful and accurate definition of 
patd, we do not recommend that any particular labelling provision should be 
made for this type of product. They should be subject to the general labelling 
recommendations contained in this report. 

Pastes 

11. We further recommended that the word ‘paste’ should be used exclusively 
for products in which the content of the named variety or varieties of fish or 
meat present is insufficient by itself to comply with the standard for spreads. 
We therefore recommend that those products with a total fish or meat content 
of at least 70% but containing less than that amount of the named variety or 
varieties of fish or meat must be called “X Paste”, with “X” replaced by the 
name or names of the fish or meat characterising the product. If no variety is 
named, but the total fish or meat content is at least 70%, the product must be 
called “X Paste” with “X” replaced by “Fish” or “Meat”. 

Meat Products with Jelly 

12. These products should conform to the standards for spreads in that the 
meat content does not fall below 70%. We therefore recommend that products 
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containing not less than 70% of the named meat or meats contained in jelly may 
be described as “Chopped, Minced or Flaked X in jelly”. 

The Use of Butter 

13. The amount of butter is usually about 8% of the product and we were 
advised that the quantity is self-limiting because appreciably more than 8% 
would cause difficulties during storage in that the fat content would separate 
from the meat or fish. We therefore recommend that for products described in 
paragraph 7 above (Potted, Chopped, Minced or Flaked X) with Butter, the 
amount of butter fat present in the product should be not less than 6% of the 
product and the amount of butter fat and named fish or meat together should not 
be less than 96% of the product. We also recommend that “Dressed Crab with 
Butter” shall conform to the requirements laid down in paragraph 8 amended in 
line with our recommendations set out above for other products with butter. 

14. In the case of Spreads with Butter, we recommend that the amount of butter 
fat present in the product should be not less than 6% in addition to the content 
of named fish or meat as required by Paragraph 9. 

Fat Content 

15. We think it would be desirable to lay down some limit as to the amount of 
fat which could be taken into account when calculating the meat or fish content 
of meat and fish pastes. As far as meat is concerned, we recommend the following 
figures, which are a modification of those suggested in our report on canned 
meat: fat should generally be counted up to 25% of the total meat content by 
weight, but where mutton or lamb is the main meat constituent, the figure should 
be 30% and where pork is the main meat constituent, 35%. 

16. The question of the fat content of fish is more difficult because of the con- 
siderable variation not only between species but also within species at different 
times of year. We do, however, consider that limits should be laid down even 
though we recognise that they are of necessity above the actual fat content that 
will normally be found in fish and fish paste. We recommend that for white 
fish and Crustacea, fat should be counted up to 5% of the total fish content by 
weight, for fatty fish (herring, sprat, pilchard and salmon) up to 20% and for 
smoked fatty fish (kipper and bloater) up to 25%. 

Open-Pack Pastes 

17. We recommend that the compositional standards set out in the foregoing 
paragraphs should apply to both hermetically sealed and open-pack products. 

Declaration of Ingredients 

18. As has already been recommended in the Report on Food Labelling, we 
see no reason to exempt the hermetically sealed products from the requirement 
to carry a declaration of ingredients. It has been represented to us that the size 
of the container will make it difficult to comply with this requirement but we 
think that this should be dealt with as a general issue. 

19. We have considered whether open-pack pastes should be required to carry a 
declaration of ingredients as we recommended in Paragraph 147 of our Report 
on Food Labelling. We have come to the conclusion that it would be wrong to 
single out such products and to make them subject to more onerous require- 
ments than other open-pack products. We therefore recommend, that open-pack 
meat and fish products should be subject to the same labelling provisions as 
other open-pack products. 
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Generic Terms 

20. We have been told that in a fish paste (as defined in Paragraph 11) the 
added fish to make up the 70% is white fish. Where this is so, we see no objection 
to the use of the generic term “White Fish” and we recommend accordingly. 
Where other fish is used the correct name should be given. We suggest that white 
fish should be defined as : — 

“Fish, whether fresh or processed, of any kind found in the sea, except any 
of the salmon species, migratory trout, herring, mackerel, pilchard, sprat or 
tuna”. 

Codes of Practice 

21. There are in existence Codes of Practice for both fish and meat pastes; 
these were negotiated many years ago and set out the proportions of the differ- 
ent fish or meat in a compound article (e.g. the minimum quantities of salmon 
and anchory in a Salmon and Anchovy Paste). We think that these Codes are 
valuable guides to manufacturers but we do not consider that they are suitable 
for embodiment in regulations. 

22. It will be necessary, as a result of our recommendations in Paragraph 5, 
for the Code of Practice on Meat Pastes to be revised and to include all cate- 
gories covered by this Report, and we think that the Code on Fish Pastes 
should be similarly re-considered at the same time. 

23. We suggest that this work should be dealt with by the machinery already 
set up to deal with this Code of Practice and we recommend that the Local 
Authorities Joint Advisory Committee on Food Standards be asked to revise the 
Codes of Practice on Fish and Meat Pastes as expeditiously as possible in con- 
sultation with the appropriate trade organisations. 

Summary of Recommendations 

24. The following is the summary of our recommendations: 

(a) The minimum amount of fish in a fish paste should remain 70% and the 
minimum amount of meat in a meat paste should be 70% (Para. 5) 

(b) Products containing not less than 95% of the named fish or meat and 

no added binder must be described as “Potted, Chopped, Minced or 
Flaked X”, with “X” replaced by the name or names of the fish or 
meat used in the manufacture of the product. (Para. 7) 

(c) Dressed Crab shall contain not less than 95% of the named fish, but 

added cereal may be present. (Para. 8) 

(tf) Products containing less than 95% but not less than 70% of the named 
fish or meat must be described as “X spread”, with “X” replaced by 
the name or names of the fish or meat used in the manufacture of the 
product. (Para. 9) 

(e) No special provision should be made for Pdtes. (Para. 10) 

(f) Products conforming to the standard for spreads, but containing less 
than that amount of the named variety or varieties of fish or meat or 
with no named variety must be called “X Paste”, with “X” replaced by 
the name or names of the fish or meat characterising the product, or 
by the words “Fish” or “Meat” if no variety is named. (Para. 11) 

( g ) Meat products containing not less than 70% of the named meat or 

meats contained in jelly may be described as “Chopped, Minced or 
Flaked X in jelly”. (Para. 12) 
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(A) Products described as “Potted, Chopped, Minced or Flaked X with 
Butter” should contain not less than 6% butter fat, and the amount of 
butter fat and named fish or meat together should not be less than 
96% of the product. (Para. 13) 

( i ) Dressed Crab with Butter should conform to the requirements for 

dressed crab, amended as for other products with butter as set out in 
Recommendation (h). (Para. 13) 

(j) Products described as “X Spread with Butter” should contain not less 
than 6% butter fat in addition to the named fish or meat. (Para. 14) 

(A) The amount of fat allowed to be counted as meat should be 25% of the 
total meat content by weight, but, where mutton or lamb is the main 
meat constituent, the figure should be 30% and where pork is the 
main meat constituent, 35%. (Para. 15) 

(/) The amount of fat allowed to be counted as fish should be — for white 
fish and Crustacea — up to 5%, for fatty fish — up to 20%, and for 
smoked fatty fish — up to 25%. (Para. 16) 

(, m ) Compositional standards should apply to hermetically sealed and open- 
pack products. (Para. 17) 

(n) Open-pack meat and fish products should only be subject to the 
labelling requirements laid down for open-pack products in general. 

(Para. 19) 

(o) Where white fish is used in the production of Fish Pastes, the Generic 
term “White Fish” may be used in the list of ingredients. (Para. 20) 

( n ) Existing Codes of Practice for Fish and Meat Pastes should be revised. 

(Para. 23) 
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